
2 5 JUL 1983

i.

¯F ctrt
rnc 'A 1+

::

C774744
j'!t yc

' 3 . t ae!Ou. 8!t.: tr,<t .

4t UC !i L¯-t1; P L
Lcrrt7. tiC C34 . t1.

ttii it CcC ction 3V7 '

t¯. ti'* 9cd eciry !ct tf *97sS. A
.et 1. cflOrtj n.,r in

i C1Ir t tccw1ca1
e U' r')rtf rtt .O$'*t it (4P)

.'74-

icc'rct

OAA Qi'QL,

-e L
Lmd c ir1
1) C'2c't . f tf'.? rtten liç'

!r -l4.

t it'J

-,-, ('¯ t
itrLr) iv-

.t;Cli j;4

)C.. P. 11! (1-2-1)
wtLrori (T-2-2)

T-3-2:ShaneJune:In9*3:7/21/83:6O4



UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

INSPECTION REPORT

U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY, REGION 9

TOXICS AND WASTE WINAGEMENT DIVISION

FIELD OPERATIONS BRANCH

Purpose: Overview Investigation and
Evaluation of California Interim
Status Document Compliance Program

BFK Sanitary Landfill
2210 South Azusa Avenue
West Covina, California 91791

EPA ID Number: CAD067786749

Report Number: R(83)E166

Date of Inspection: June 8 and 9, 1983

EPA Inspector Daniel M. Shane
Environmental Protection Specialist
Field Inspections Section

State Inspector: Robert McCrohan
Waste Management Specialist
Department of Health Services

Facility Representatives; Joseph R. Johnson
Chief Enqineer
(213) 539-7150

Jack Thompson
Operations Manager
(213) 965-0911

Alexander C. Weston
Project Engineer

Rick Beesmer
Safety Director

Arjun Rajaratnam
Manager, Environmental Systems

keort 'reDarec1 v: do 1Nd briEifle

SYMOOL 7:3z 13-¯-.)- I
SURNAME 4ICai

e.iJ.une.rjn.54.3.z.3 ¯1..7./.2.l./¯8. 6Q4.E........DATE 7-2/1J --1H -)--)-
PA Form 1320. (12.70) OFFICIAL FILE COFY



-2-

BACKGROUND

HKK Corporation notified as a treatment/storage/disposal facility
and a transporter of hazardous waste. The RCRA Part A application
(Attachment 1) indicates that hazardous waste from off-site
industrial sources are discharged to an on-site landfill, neces-
sitating the implementation of a ground water monitoring program
by Novembar 19, 1981.

On August 6, 1982, J. M. Sorge, an EPA contractor, conducted a
Federal Compliance Evaluation Inspection at the BKK facility.
The inspection report (Attachment 2) covered the facility's
ISD ground water monitoring program and noted the following
def iciencies

1. 40 CFR 265.91(c). Monitoring wells in the area of the
second barrier are not capped. Annular spaces are not pro-
perly sealed to prevent contamination of ground water.

2. 40 CFR 265.92(a). The sampling and analysis plan doos not
include procedures and techniques for sample collection,
preservation, shipment and chain of custody control.

3. 40 CFR 265.93(a). An outline of a ground water quality
assessment program ha not beon prepared. A leachate contain-
ment plan has not been developed which deals with potential
subsurface leakage along the southeastern boundary of the

facility.

The major emphasis of the overview inspection is to verify that

that the facility is maintaining compliance with their California
Department of Health Service's (DOHS) Interim Status Document
(1St)).

INVESTIGATION

Waste Management Practices

Landfillinq

F3KK provides for disposal of hazardous and non-hazardous munici-
pal solid wastes by cominqling and burial in cells. Bulk liquid
wastes are discharged into a prepared cavity constructed in the
daily refuse deposits. An inspection of the soil cover in the
area of the previous days refuse lift and areas surrounding the
active fill area disclosed no saturated conditions. Based on this
one time observation, it appears that the operator was properly
controlling the ratio of solid to liquid waste. The placement
of cover materials appears to be well supervised and no areas of
uncovered refuse were observed.
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A description of the landfill operations was taken from the 18i
Praft Environmental Impact Report that addresses the consequences
of modifying the City of West Covina1s landfill use permit and is
included in Attachment 3, Bsed on site observations and discus-
sions with state regulatory personnel it appears that daily
operations are well managed and carried out in compliance with
the facility's operations plan.

Drum Burial

Contairieri2ed wastes are buried in separate areas. RKK is not
presently accepting drums for disposal and the previous drum
disposal area is compl2tod covered and graded,

jctionWel 1 Disal

Acids and solutions containing cyanides ere previously piped by
gravity into injection wells drilled into portions of the land-
fill. This practice was discontinued in 198(1.

Landfill Gas Incinerator

The migration of methane gas is currently controlled by a system
of gas collection wells. Disposal of methane gas is currently
by high temperature combustion in four incinerators.

Tank Storage and Treatment

The Part P. application describes the storage and treatment of
wastes in tanks. ccording to the operator, acids were treated
in tanks by neutralization. This treatment process has been
discontinued and the tanks have he'en removed,

uik Liquid_Disal

The ISD specifically prohibits the iandfilling of bulk licuids
unless certain criteria is met (i.e. chemically/physically
resistant liner and leachate collection and removal system or
treatment/stahiliation to remove free liquids). DOHS, in a
letter to KK (Attachment 4) confirmed that the facility was in
compliance with the ISD prohibition based on the site's hydro-
geologic setting, leachate collection and removal system and
co-d isposal procedures.

Data currently available indicates that the BKK facility may not
meet the following design arid operational requirements for the
land1iluing of bulk liquids

A. The landfill liner must be icall and 2al41
resistant to the added liquid.
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Lateral movement of leachate is controlled by clay dams
and grout curtains. Current literature suggests that
clays may exhibit high permeability when exposed to
concentrated organics, especially organics of high and
low pFJ. BKK has not sufficiently documented the chemical
compatibility of their waste and liner materials.

Vertical movement of leachate is controlled by an imper-
vious bedrock formation, In l972 BKK discovered the
movement of leachate through fractures in the bedrock
below the original clay dam. Further documentation is
needed to verify whether the bedrock meets the require-
ment of a cii resistant barrier.

. The leachate collection and removal system must be
capable of removing all leachato produced.

system of leachate extraction wells have been installed
in gravel trenches at the base of each clay dam. In
addition, a leachato collection pipe has been installed
in the main canyon to intercept the lateral migration of
leachate. Insufficient information is available to
assess the adequacy of these systens. Of particular
concern is the capability of this system to intercept
the lateral migration of leachate towards the south-
eastern boundary of the facility.

C. Before disposal the liquid waste must be treated or
stabilized, chemically or physically, so that tree
liquids are no longer present.

BKK disposes bulk liquids into domestic refuse. The
requirement specifically states that the liquid waste
must be stabilized before disposal, not after. ven-
though the daily receipt of refuse appears to be capable
of absorbing the liquid wastes, the facility has not
complied with the requirement of eliminating free liquids
before disposal.

tosal __ of Liquid Ignitable and Reactive Wastes

The ISD prohibits the placement of ignitable or reactive wastes
in the landfill, unless the waste is rendered non-ignitable or
non-reactive before or immediately after placement in the landfill.
BKK disposes of large volumes of both ignitable arid reactive
liquid wastes into municipal refuse. The operator assumes that
these wastes are rendered non-ignitable/reactive after mixture
with the refuse, however no testing has been conducted to verify
this assumption.
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General Waste Analysis

The ISD requires the operator to inspect and analyze each move-
rrtent of hazardous waste from off-site. The faci1itys waste
analysis plan (Attachement 5) specIfies the procedures to be
used to inspect each incoming load of waste. The operator pri-
manuly relies on the waste description on the manifest and past
experience with regular customers to determine whether the waste
can be admitted to the site. Sampling and laboratory analysis
is performed oniy if the manifest does not provide sufficient
waste load identification. The procedures used to analyze the
waste includes the use of an explosimotor. This procedure is
not capable of determining whether the waste exhibits the charac-
teristic of ignitability since there is no correlation between
explosivity and ignitability.

Since liquid ignitable
presents an obvious ha
closed cup method) for
analysis of the waste.
the new State manifest
material (nor the pH).

wastes (i.e. flash point less than 140°F)
zard, an approved tester (i.e. open cup!
flash point should be included in the
This test is especially important since

does not supply the flash point of the

Waste Containment System

The BBK Landfill Disposal Site was established as a Class I and
Class II sanitary landfill by the California Regional Water
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) in 1963. The 583 acre site lies
within the western sector of the San Jose Hills. Approximately
140 acres within the 583 acre parcel are used for Class I disposal
operations. A Facility plan and site contour map is included in
Attachment 6.

The Class I disposal area is located in a westerly draining
canyon between two east-west trending ridges. Surface and sub-
surface drainage in the canyon eventally flows into Puente Creek
and thence to San Jose Creek about 5 miles downstream from Azusa
Avenue. Surface water flow within the site is limited to
ephemeral flow due solely to localized seasonal rainfall.

To retain seepage and leachato within the Class I sIte boundaries
sever.al leachate collection and removal systems were designed and
constructed between 1968 and 1982. The leachate collection and
removal systems Include two hydraulic barriers with a series of
observation and extraction wells and a leachate collection under -
drain pipe that is designed to intercept the lateral migration of
leachate upstream from the barriers. The description of the
barrier systems was derived from information supplied by the
facility operator and information, contained in the Draft F.nviron-

mental Impact Report "Revocation? Suspension or mendment of
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Unclassified Use permit 1o. 71, Revision 5,

prepared for the City of test Covina. Info
underdramn systo was solely supplied by thE

aulic Rarrier No.1

In 1968 an engineered darn was constructed a
and a series of monitoring wells were insta]

the darn. The core trench or keyway" for t

of clay materials compacted to form an imper
early 1972, the monitoring system becan to
was migrating past the darn. Exploration bo
the waste was passing below the dam at the
clay core and the bedrock in the keyway.

In 1974 a second clay dam was constructod a
During construction of the kyway, it was f
bedrock zone was much deeper than the origifl
Additional borings were made nd it was four
extended to 6O below the surface. The dei
modified to incorporate a leachate extracti
the darn and the disposal area. A chemical ç
later constructed upstream frorn the hydraul
purpose of ea1ing off the fractured bedrock

It was reported by the facility that the an
samples collected in the vicinity of tarrio!
indicate no significant degradation of wato
difference in guality between upgradient an
However, a review of the December 1982 and
water analysis report for samples collected
barrier wells (Attachment 7 and 8) indicate
cadmium lead, arsenic and chromium above t)

Water Standards. Chlorinated so1vent wore
ground water.

A diagram and the location plan for Barrier
in Attachnont 9 and a summary of the monitol
clusters in the vicinity of Barrier No, 1 i

,-._ 1 1 - f-
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4A downgradient from barrier
4F3 downgrarlierit from barrier
4C downgrad lent from barrier
S downgradient, 88' downgradient from barrier

in stream channel
6A upgradient from barrier
6P upgradient from barrier
7 upgradient from barrier

extraction well
8 upgradient from barrier

extraction well

in grave.l trench,

in gravel trench,

34
83'
38'

46'
461
98'

661

9 downgradient, 1500' downgradient from harrier
and north of stream channel 27'

The extraction wells have boon constructed as part of the harrier
system and are designed to remove loachato buildup on the up-
stream side of the barrier. Loachato collected at both barriers
is pumped out and reused for dust control on-site in areas upgra-
diont from the barriers. Liquid levels upstream of the barriers
are monitored and samples ore collected and analyzed monthly by a
certified testing laboratory.

yulic Barrier No. 2

In 1980 a second barrier system was constructed across a small
canyon located on the south side of the site. The dam was con-
structed of low permeability clay and was keyed into unwoathored
shale and siltetono. The hydraulic barrier system has leachato
extraction wells located between the dam and the disposal area.

A diagram and location plans for Barrier No. 2 are included in
Attachment 10 and a summary of the monitoring wells in the
vicinity of Barrier No. 2 is included bs1ow

Well Number Location pth

10 upgradient from barrier in gravel trench,
extraction well. 431

11 upgradient from barrier in gravel trench,
extraction well 47'

12 upgradient from barrier 47'
13 downgradient from barrier 81'
14 downqradient from barrier 76'
15 downgradient from barrier 31'

Leachate underdrain Collection and Removal System

An 8" perforated votrified clay pipe has been installed to
intercept the subsurface flow of leachate. The leachate piping
is 1800' in length and extends downslope from the vicinity of



harrier No. 2 to barrier No. 1. A cased well functions as a
leachate sump at the low end of the system. It was reported
by the facility that records are kept of the volume of leachate
pumped from the well and removed to the Class I area for disposal.
The Plans for the leachate piping is included in Attachment 11.

Ground Water Monitorl Waiver Demonstration

Written documentation in support of a complete waiver from the
ISD ground water monitoring requirements was presented to the
investigator at the time of the inspection. The documentation
presented was a Report entitled "Review of Geotochnical/Ground
Water Considerations, Federal EPA Hazardous Waste and Consolidated
Permit Regulations of May 17, 1983", prepared by Pacific Soils
Engineering, Inc., December 19, 1980 (Attachment 12).

The facility operator stated that the existinq system of obser-
vation and extraction wells are designed and operated to detect,
collect and remove leachate. The wells were not intended to
monitor the facility's impact on the quality of ground water in
the uppermost aquifer underlying the site. The facility operator
is prepared to demonstrate that there is no aquifer beneath the
facilty.

A review of the report disclosed that it was not sufficiently
documented to allow the investigator to fully evaluate the waiver
demonstration. Data collected from geotechnical investigations
were only referenced and the data was not systematically compiled,
interpreted and integrated into the Report's evaluation of the
specific elements of a waiver demonstration, The Report's data
and investigatory techniques for a waiver demonstration are
described arid the specific elements are evaluated below.

1. Determination of the Potential for Contaminant Mi!4n
from Facility to the

The report states that "based on the history of this on-going
monitoring system and the clayey siltetone bedrock beneath
and surrounding class 1 site it is probable that the site
meets waiver requirements that ,.. low potential for micjra-
tion of hazardous waste or hazardous waste constituents from
the facility via the uppermost aquifer to water supply wells
or to suface water ...". The report references a State of
California Department of Water Resources report that classi-
fies the rocks beneath the site as "non-water bearing rocks".
Based on this report, the on-going monitoring program and the
geologic explorations conducted during the construction of
the hydraulic barriers it was concluded that "no aquifer
exits beneath the site, only occasional, seasonal perched
water levels which are more or less lenticular in nature".



*

The statement that no aquifer exists beneath the site is
contradictory to the information provided in the report that
identifies a "perched" water zone and en intermittent spring.
The EPA definition of an aquifer is "a geologic formation,

group of formations, or part of a formation capable of yield-
ing significant amounts of ground water to wells or springs.
The report does not provide sufficient evidence supporting
their contention that the perched water zone is not an
aquifer as defined by F.PA.

In order to establish the potential for migration of contami-
nants from the facility to the uppermost aquifer, a demon-
stration must address the site water balance and unsaturated
zone characteristics.

Determination of Water Balance

The demonstration does not evaluate the site water balance.
A demonstration must address a water balance based upon the
relationship among precipitation, evepotranspiration, suface
runoff and soil moisture storage.

Unsaturated Zone Characteristics

The demonstration does not provide a definitvo evaluation of

tie subsurface geology, physical properties, depth to ground
water and attenuation properties of the unsaturated zone.

2. Determination of the Potential for Contaminant Migration
Throuih tJDpermost Aquifer to Water Supply Wells or Surface
tjator

The report states that "since no aquifer is identified beneath
the Class I and Class II sites and hazardous wastes or their

constituentS are trapped and removed through the hydraulic
barriers, it is probable that they do riot migrate outside the
site".

A comprehensive investigation into the potential for contaminants
to migrate though the uppermost aquifer, and any interconnected
aquifiers to water supply wells or surface waters has not been

completed for this site. Effective hydrologic interconnections
may exist in the fractured and jointed bedrock known to exist
beneath the site. The disposal sit appears to be located within
the head waters of Puente Creek. The natural drainage and flow
path appears to be westerly along the Creek and ground water flow

could migrate towards the aquifers of the r4ain San Gabriel Basin.
A more in-depth evaluation of the continuity of the hydraulic
pathway from the facility to wells and surface waters of the Main
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San Gabriel Basin should be made. (Records show that the first
barrier darn failed because the fractured bedrock beneath the
keyway provided a conduit for the escape of leachate.)

An evaluation of the potential rate and extent of contaminant
migration in the uppermost aquIfer should be made from an assess-
ment of the geologic materials, physical properties and the velo-
city of ground water flow in the saturated zone. Insufficient
information is provided on the proximity to water supply wells
and surface waters, ground water flow velocity and the flow
direction, These arc critical factors influencing contaminant
entry into wells and the surface water environment.

c2pliance with ISD Ground Water MonitorqRouirements

B conducts a ground water monitoring program as part of its
RWQCB Waste Discharge Requirements ORDER NO. 78-140 (Attachment
13). Monitoring is performed immediately upgradient and down-
gradient of the hydraulic barriers previously discussed. The
program was primarily designed to monitor leakage at these
barrier locations.

On December 22, 19B0 DOHS issued the facility ISD ground water
monitoring requirements and on May 25, 1982 RWQCB revised its
monitoring and reporting provisions of the Waste Discharge
Requirements (Attachment 14) to conform with the ISD requirements.
The new self monitoring and reporting program requires BKK to
submit to RWOCB a monthly monitoring report. A copy of the
February 1983 monitoring report for BKK is included in Attachment
15.

The existing ground water monitoring program was evaluated for
compliance with the ISD ground water monitoring requirements. For
the purposes of the evaluation it was assumed that an aquifer
exists beneath the site (although the facility is prepared to
demonstrate that no aquifer exists) and the downgradient harrier
wells are ground water monitoring wells, The upgradient barrier
wells would not yield ground water samples representative of
ground water quality since they would be affected by the facility.

An ISD ground water monitoring inspection checklist is included
in Attachment 16.

Monitor in Wells

dienjonitorinq Wells

The existing ground water monitoring system does not include at
least one monitoring well installed hydraulically upgradient from
the limit of the waste management area.
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Downciradient Monitorinci Wells

The facility has installed seven downgradient wells in the vici-
nity of barrier No. 1 (well no. 3, 4, 5, 9) and barrier No. 2
(well no. 13, 14. 15). Based on the location of the wells, the
existing ground water monitoring system does not appear to be
capable of detecting a contaminant discharge along the south and
southeastern boundaries of the facility.

Most of the existing monitoring wells reach depths of loss than
90 feet. The monitoring well network should be re-evaluated to
determine whether deeper geologic units representing the fractured
bedrock should be penetrated and monitored.

Well Construction

The wells were not completed with a continous well seal capable of
protecting against the vertical migration of fluids. A diagram
showing well completion details is included in Attachment 17.

inqd Analysis Plan

The plan includes procedures and techniques for sample collection,
preservation, shipment and chain of custody control. The plan,
however, does not provide in sufficient detail a description of
water level measurement and approved sampling techniques that
prevent cross-contamination and ensure the collection of a repre-
sentative sample. Analytical procedures are not described in
the plan.

sampling procedures have not been followed according to the pre-
scribed method in the plan. A device described as a glass jar
attached to a rope is used in place of the kemmerer sampler to
withdraw samples.

The operator stated that the results of the first two quarterly
analysis (August '82, November '82) were considered to be invalid
due to sampling error. The error was reportedly introduced when
the same sampling device was used to sample the upyradient
(leachato) wells end downgradient barrier wells.

The facility's sampling and analysis plan is included in Attach-
ment 18.

Parameters Tested

The facility's monitoring program was designed to comply with
the RWQCI3's program. On May 25, 1982, the RWOCB modified the
facility's monitoring and reporting program to include most of
the parameters listed in the ISD ground water monitoring require-
ments (coliform bacteria and turbidity were not included).
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The first quarterly analysis under this new program was due
August 15, 1982. A review of the tour quarterly analysis reports
for the first year (August '82, November '82, February '83, May
'p33) disclosed that all required parameters are not being tested
by the facility.

Stati stical Anays is

Since the RWQCB's monitoring program does not include an up-
gradient woll, no provisions are made to determine the initial
background means. The application of Student's T-Test to deter-
mine statistically significant increases (or decreases for pH)
over the inital background level cannot be used, since there
are no initial background values from an upgradient well to make
a comparison.

Assessment Prograth

The facility has not prepared an outline of a ground water quality
assessment program.

Closure and Post-Closure Plan

A copy of a Report entitled "Site Closure and Maintenance Report

(Attachment 19) was submitted as the facility's written closure
plan.

The Report only briefy outlines the closure performance standards
that will be met at the time of closure. The Report refers to
the Operations Plan for a description of phasing and closure
procedures, however, this information was not submitted with the
Report. Therefore, only the Report was reviewed for compliance
with th requirements for a closure and post-closure plan.

A post-closure plan based on a 30-year period of post-closure
care has not been prepared for the facility.

A closure/post-closure plan inspection checklist (Attachment 20)
provides a summary of items that were not addressed in the faci-
lity's closure/ post-closure plans.

Cost Estimates for Closure/Post-Closure Care

The estimated cost of closure is $1,300,000. Since the closure
(and post-closure care) cost estimate is not dated, it is unknown
whether this is the first or latest closure cost estimate. The
facility is required to adjust the closure and post-closure care
cost estimate for inflation on an annual basis.
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The estimated cost of post-closure care is $410,000 per year.
The facility has not cop1ld with the ISD provisions for estimat-
ing the cost of post-closure monitoring and maintenance which
requires that the cost estimate be calculated by multiplying the
latest post-closure cost estimate by 30.

Closure Cost Estimate S 1,300,000
Post-Closure Cost Estimate $12,300,000 (410,000 x 30)
Total Estimated Cost for

Closure and Post-Closure Care $13,600,000

StJMMARY

1. 40 CFR 265.90(c)(l)

The ground water monitoring waiver demonstration does not
establish the potential for migration of hazardous waste or
hazard waste constituents from the facility to the uppermost
aquifer.

2. 40 CFR 265.90(c)(2)

The ground water monitoring waiver demonstration does not
establish the potential for hazardous waste or hazardous
waste constituents which may enter the uppermost aquifer to
migrate to a water supply well or surface water.

3. 40 CFfl 265.91(a)(1)

At least one monitoring well has not been installed hydrau-
lically upgradient from the limit of the waste management
area.

4. 40 CFR 265.91(a)(2)

The e11 number and 1ocation of the downgradient wells do
not ensure prompt detection of contaminant migration from
the south and southeastern boundaries of the waste manage-
ment area.

The well depths do not ensure prompt detection of contami-
nant migration from the waste management area to the deeper
fractured bedrock units that may represent the uppermost
aquifer.

5. 4OCFR 25.91(c)

The annular spaces surrounding the well casing are not
rroperly sealed to prevent contamination of ground water.
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6. 4C) CPR 265.92(a)

The facility has not followed the ground water saxpling and
analysis plan. The plan does not include analytical pro-
ced ures.

7. 40 CFR 265.92(B) and 265.92(c)(l)

The required parameters in ground %qater samples are not
being tested quarterly for the first year.

8. 40 CF! 265.93(a)

The facility has not prepared an outline of a ground water
quality assessment program.

9. 40 CFR 265.312

No testing has been conducted to verify that the BKK practice
of mixing liquid ignitable/reactive wastes with municipal
refuse meets the requirements for the landfilling of this
special category of wastes.

10. 40 CFR 265.313

The SKK facility may not meet the design and operational
requiremonts for the landfilliag of hulk liquids (i.e. A
chemically/physically resistant liner and leachate collec-
tion and removal system or treatment/stabilization to remove
free liquids).

11. 40 CFR 265.13

The waste analysis plan does not include proper procedures
for testing incoming waste for potential ignitability.
The frequency of analysis used to verify that an incoming
waste matches the waste description on the manifot appears
to be insufficient since the plan only specifies an analysis
in the event that the manifest does not provide sutficiont
waste load identification.

12. 40 CFR 265. 112(a)(2)

The closure plan does not estimate the maximum extent of
operation which will be unclosed during the life of the
facility.
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13. 40 CFR 265.112(a)

The steps to close in the plan do not include the procedures
for the final deposition of waste materials, decontamination
of oquipmont and structures and closure certification.

14. 40 CFR 265.112(a)(4)

The closure plan does not include a schedule for final
closure activities.

15. 40 CFR 265.310

The closure plan does not describe, in oufficient detail,
the containment of waste, the maintenance and monitoring
of the machate collection/removal system and gas collection
arid control system, the protection and maintenance of sur-
veyed benchmarks and security measures necessary to restrict
access to the landfill,

16. 4OCFR 265.118

The facility has not prepared a written post-closure plan.

17. 40 CFR 265. 142

The closure cost estimate has not been adjusted annually
using an inflation factor.

18. 40 CFR 265.114

The post-closure cost estimate has not been adjusted annually
using an inflation factor.

The post-closure cost estimate has not been calculated by
multiplying the latest cost estimate by 30.
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

E'PA ID o. CADO6778674
Report o. FI I R(63)D16

Joseph L Johnson
Chief Eriner
BKK Corporation
P.O. tox 3O3
Torrance, C1 O1O

Dear Mr. Johnson

On Juno 8 and 9. 193 a hazardous waste investigation
was cond ucte at your B Sanitary Landil1 located in West
Covina, California During the couree o this investigation,
information ws gathered in accordance with Section 30fl7 of
the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976. copy
of our investigation report is enclosed for your information.

11? you hauc questions rolatcd directly to tochnical
a03p0ct5 of this report, please contact Daniel Shano at (415)
974-7M2,

Sincerely yours,

kathleen G. Shirin
Chief, Field porations Branch

Enclosures
Inspection Report
roundoter 4onitoring Inspection Checklist

Closure and Post-Closure Plan Innpoct5on Checklist

be: P. Blais (T-2-1)
Wilson (T-2-2)

T-3-2: Shane : June: In9#3:7/21/83: 604E

CONCURRENCES
SYMBOLI I
SURNAME

............................... I................... I ................................................................. ........

................................ F ..........................................................................

OFFICIAL FILE COPY


